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Summary

Annually, 1n accordance with Senate Concurrent
Resclution No 51 of the 1965 General Legisla-
tive Session, the Commission submits to the
Governor and the Legislature an analysis of fac-
ulty salaries 1n the University of California and
the Califormia State University for the forth-
comung fiscal year

In this report for the 1991-92 fiscal year, the
Commussion analyzes the data submitted to the
University and State University by their respec-
tive groups of comparison nstitutions and shows
how those data are formulated into “parity per-
centages” -- that is, the amount of increase in
salary necessary for each segment to maintain a
competitive position in relation to the average of
1ts respective comparison group of institutions

This year, the estimated faculty salary party
amount for the University 1s a 3 5 percent in-
crease and for the State University 15 a 4 1 per-
cent Increase

In this year’s report, the Commuission includes an
analysis on pages 4-5 of salary increases granted
for the past 13 years in California compared to
increases 1n the national and California Con-
sumer Price Indices It also presents a discussion
on pages 9-14 of faculty compensation beyond
the standard scale for the past two years at the
University of California and the implications of
these high salaries for the Umversity’s ability to
attract the finest scholars 1n the nation

The Commussiwon adopted this report at 1ts meet-
ing on April 28, 1991, on recommendation of 1ts
Policy Development Committee Additional
copies of the report may be obtained from the
Publications Office of the Commissien at (916)
324-4991 Questions about the substance of the
report may be directed to Murray J Haberman
of the Commass:on staff at (916) 322-8001
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1 Summary and Conclusions

THIS 1991-92 faculty salary report contains de-
tailled data on average salaries in the comparison
nstitutions of the University of Califorma and the
Califorma State Umiversity It analyzes raw data
submitted by comparison institutions for the Unui-
versity and State University and then provides a
detailed written analysis of faculty salary parity
computations

Competitive position of the
University and State University

Comparisons of the University of California and the
Califorma State University with their respective
comparison groups reveal that the University has
been able to maintain a competitive position over
the past five years when compered to its list of eight
comparison institutions, while the State University
has 1mproved its position 1n each of its faculty lad-
der ranks in relation to 1ts 20 comparison 1nsti-
tutions

Parity for the University of California

The Umiversity of Califormia obtained actual 1990-
91 data from all of its eight comparison institutions
Based on these data, the Commussion estimates that
for 1991-92, University faculty members wiil re-
quire an average salary increase of 3 47 percent to
bring them to the mean of their comparison group

Parity for the California State University

The Califorma State University collected actual da-
ta from 16 of 1ts 20 comparison institutions, with
the remaiming four being unable to offer current
data for various reasons As specified 1n the salary
methodology agreed to by State officials, the Com-
mission made salary estimates for those four insti-
tutions In addition, the Commssion excluded com-
parison institution salary data for law faculty in
this year’s calculation and replaced three previous
comparison institutions with three new institutions
to adjust for any compensation loss attributed to the
exclusion of these law faculty The Commission es-
timates that a salary increase of 4 07 percent 13 nec-
essary to keep State University faculty at the mean
of its 20 comparison institutions The State Uni-
versity’s Trustees, following a practice instituted
since the implementation of collective bargaining,
hes 1n essence agreed to the 4 07 percent figure, to
be effective 1n the 1991-92 fiscal year, provided 1t 1s
negotiated as part of upcoming collective bargain-
ing discussions

University salaries ahove standard

This report includes a discussion on pages 9-14 re-
garding the University’s nine-month faculty who
earned 1n excess of $100,000 effective January 1,
1990, and those faculty earning a comparable
amount during the current fiscal year With respect
to this topie, the report raises some 1mplications of
these salares for the University in 1ts attempt to at-
tract the finest research scholars
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ANNUALLY, in accordance with Senate Concur-
rent Resolution No 51 of the 1965 General Legisla-
tive Session (reproduced in Append:ix A on pages 21-
22), the University of California and the Califorma
State University submit to the Commassion data on
faculty salaries for their respective institutions and
for a group of comparison colleges and universities

On the basis of these data, Commssion staff de-
velops estimates of the percentage changes in sala-
ries required to attain parity with the comparison
groups 1n the forthcoming fiscal year The method-
ology requires that panty figures for both segments
be submitted to the Department of Finance and the
Office of the Legislative Analyst by December 5 of
each year

The methodology by which the segments collect
these data and the Commission staff analyzes them
(Appendix B, pp 23-30) has been designed by the
Commission in consultation with the University of
California, the California State University, the De-
partment of Finance, and the Office of the Legsla-
tive Analyst, and was originally published 1n the
Commission’s Methods for Calculating Salary and
Fringe Benefit Cost Comparisons (March 1985) It
has since been revised four times to reflect changes
in the methodology used for calculating the parity
figure and to reflect changes in the University of
California’s and California State University’s group
of comparison institutions (June 1987, January
1988, and June 1989).

An additional report, requested in previous years by
the Office of the Legislative Analyst and subse-
quently incorporated into Supplemental Language
to the Budget Act, discusses faculty salaries in the
California Community Colleges, administrators’
salaries 1n the four-year segments, and medical fac-
ulty compensation (salaries plus clinical fees) in the
University of California. The first two of these three
documents are annual reports, the third is pre-
sented only in odd-numbered years In the current
cycle, all three of these reports —~ commumity college
faculty salaries, administrators’ salaries at the Uni-
versity and State University, and University medi-

Origins and Methods of Analysis

cal faculty salaries -- wall be discussed by the Com-
mission at its meetang on June 8-9, 1991

History of the faculty salary reports

The impetus for the faculty salary report came from
the Master Plan Survey Team 1n 1960, which rec-
ommended that

3 Greatly increased salaries and expanded
fringe benefits, such as health and group life
insurance, leaves, and travel funds to attend
professional meetings, housing, parking and
moving expenses, be provided for faculty
members 1n order to make college and univer-
sity teaching attractive as compared with
business and industry

8 Because of the continual change in faculty de-
mand and supply, the coordinating agency
annually collect pertinent data from all seg-
ments of higher education 1n the state and
thereby make possible the testing of the as-
sumptions underlying this report (Master
Plan Survey Team, 1960, p 12).

For four years thereafter, the Legislature continu-
ally sought information regarding faculty compen-
sation, information which came primarily from the
Legislative Analyst in the Analysis of the Budget
Bill and from the Coordinating Council for Higher
Education 1n its annual reporta to the Governor and
the Legislature on the level of support for pubhc
higher education While undoubtedly helpful to the
process of determining faculty compensation levels,
these reports were considered to be insufficient, es-
pecially by the Assembly, which consequently re-
quested the Legislative Analyst to prepare a specif-
1¢ report on the subject (House Resolution No 250,
1964 First Extraordinary Session, reproduced In
Appendix C, pp 31-32)

Early 1n the 1965 General Session, the Legislative
Analyst presented his report (Appendix D, pp 33-



42) and recommended that the process of developing
data for use by the Legislature and the Governor in
determining faculty compensation be formalized

This recommendation was embodied in Senate Con-
current Resolution No. 51 (1965), which specifically
directed the Coordinating Council -- the predecessor
to the Postsecondary Education Commussion -- to
prepare annual reports in cooperation with the Uni-
versity of Califormia and the Califormia State Col-
leges

Since that time, the Coordinating Council and,
more recently, the Commuission have submitted re-
ports to the Governor and the Legislature Prior to
the 1973-74 budgetary cycle, the Coordinating
Council submitted only one report annually, usu-
ally in March or April Between 1974-75 and 1985-
86, the Commussion compiled two reports -- a pre-
liminary report transmitted in December, and a fi-
nal report in April or May The first was intended
principaily to assist the Department of Finance 1n
developing cost-of-living adjustments presented in
the Governor’s Budget, while the second was used
by the Legislative Analyst and the legislative fiscal
committees during budget hearings Each of them
compared faculty salaries and the cost of fringe
benefits in California’s public four-year segments
with those of other institutions (both within and
outside of California) for the purpose of maintaining
a competitive position

Changes in content and methodology

Over a period of several years, the Commission’s
salary reports became more comprehensive Orig-
nally they provided only comparison institution
data, and occasionally they were expanded to in-
clude summaries of economic conditions, compar:-
sons with other professional worlers, discussions of
supplemental income and business and industrial
competition for talent, analyses of collective bar-
gaining; and community college faculty salaries,
medical faculty salares, and administrators’ sala-
ries The last three of these additions to the annual
reports were all requested by the Office of the Leg-
1slative Analyst community college and medical
faculty salaries in 1979, and administrators’ sal-
aries at the University of Califormia and California
State University in 1982

In 1984, the Commission convened an advisory com-
mittee consisting of representatives from the seg-
ments, the Department of Finance, the Office of the
Legslative Analyst, and other interested parties to
review the methodology under which the salary re-
ports are prepared each year That committee's
deliberations led to a number of substantive revi-
sions that were approved by the Commussion 1n
March 1985 in the previously mentioned Methods
for Calculating Salary and Fringe Benefit Cost
Comparisons. Among the more significant of those
changes were those to create a new list of compari-
son institutions for the State University, produce
only a single report rather than a preliminary and a
finel report, and provide Urniversity of Californie
medical faculty salary information biennially rath-
er than annually

In the late 1970s and early 1980s, the Commussion's
faculty salary reports included comprehensive sur-
veys of economic conditions and salaries paid 1n oth-
er occupational fields Such data were needed at
that time since evidence had shown that faculty sal-
aries at most institutions of higher education across
the country were not keeping pace with changes 1n
the cest of living or wath salary increases granted to
other professional workers Since faculty salaries
in Califormia are based primarily on interinstitu-
tional comparisons, those at the University of Cali-
fornia and the California State University were un-
dergoing an economic erosion comparable to that
experienced by public universities nationally That
erosion made 1t increasingly difficult to recruit the
most talented teachers and researchers, especially
1n competition with the substantially higher sala-
ries generally available in business and industry

Consequently, in order to provide the Governor and
the Legislature with as much information as possi-
ble on a complex situation, the Commission expand-
ed considerably the scope of those salary analyses

In the past eight years -- 1984-85 to 1991-92 -- the
salary deficiencies experienced by faculty in the two
public four-year segments clearly appear to have
been corrected, as have those of most other institu-
tions of lgher education across the country Dis-
Play 1 on the opposite page shows the parity figures
the Commission derived for the University and
State University throughout the 1980s, and com-
pares those figures with the amounts actually ap-
proved by the Gevernor and Legislature, along with
percentage increases 1n both the national and Cali-



DISPLAY 1 Comparisons of Faculty Salary Parity Adjustment Calculations by the Commussion
with Actual Percentage Increases Provided in State Budgets and United States and
Califorma Fiscal Year Consumer Price Indiwes 1979- 80 Through 1991-92

Umiveraity of Califorma

Year Commusmon Budget Comnussion
1979-80 12 6% 14.5% 101%
1980-81 50 98 08
1981-32 58 60 05
1982-83 98 00 23
1983-84 185 70 92
1984-85 106 90 76
1985-86 65 95 N.A
1986-87 14 50 69
1987-88 20 56 69
1988-89 30 30 47
1989-90 417 47 48
1990-91 48 48 49
1991-92 35 00 41

The California State Universit_

Unuted States Califormua
Budget Consumer Price Index  Consumer Price Index
(Fiscal Year) (Fiscal Year)
14 5% 14 4% 14,9%
98 29 116
60 69 108
00 32 22
60 44 37
100 37 53
105 17 36
68 38 33
69 39 44
47 52 48
48 50 49
49 5 2 (esumated) 5 6 (estimated)
00 6 1 (projected) 5 B (projected)

N A No parity adjustment was computed for the State Universaity for the 1985-86 year

Note Soms ofthe percentage increases provided 1o the Budget were for & period of time less than a full year There have been
changes 1n both the Unuversaty and State University companson groups over this time and thers was a change 1n the State

Urnuversity’s computation methodology in 1985

Source Consumer Price Index Comnussion on State Finance Remaunder- Califortua Postaecondary Education Commission

formia Consumer Price Indices The display shows
that in 1982-83 and 1983-84, both the Umversity
and State University significantly lagged their
comparison institutions Although other institu-
tions throughout the country experienced similar
salary erosion, University and State University fac-
ulty salaries declined even further in relation to
their comparison groups

In the past seven years, strong performances in the
State's and national economies have generated
State revenues sufficient to restore faculty salaries
to levels where the segments are now beiter able to
compete with private business and industry Clear-
ly, the State of California has shown a commitment
to maintain the excellence of both the University of
Califormia and the California State University by
regularly improving the resources available to

these segments As a result, there 13 less need for
the extensive economie conditions and occupational
salary data that the Commission published 1n prior
years

However, because of severe State revenue short-
falls, this year’s Governor’s Budget provides no cost-
of-living increases for faculty salanes at either the
University of California or the California State
University Thus, if the State’s current fiscal crisis
continues through the next year, 1t may ageun be
necessary for the Commussion to present an exten-
sive analysis of economic conditions, as well as a
comprehensive review of occupational salary infor-
mation, 1n that the salares paid to University and
State University faculty may again significantly
lag behind those paid to their comparison institu-
tion counterparts



Six years ago, due primarily to issues of confidenti-
ality and technical difficuities in collecting data in a
timely fashion, the advisory committee met again to
consider changes 1n the methodology The commat-
tee suggested several revisions to the methodology
at that meeting to address those 1ssues The Com-
mission acted on those recommendations when it
adopted 1ts report, Faculty Salary Revisions A Re-
vision of the Commussion’s 1985 Methodology for
Preparing Its Annual Reports on Faculty and Ad-
minisirative Salaries and Fringe Benefits, at 1ts
June 1987 meetang.

At that time, the University of Califorma agreed to
continue to use the eight comparison institutions 1t
had used for the past 16 years After further anal-
yzing salary trends at these eight institutions later
in the summer, however, the University determined
that the economic situation, especially 1n the mid-
west, had adversely affected at least one of 1ts com-
parison institutions -- the University of Wisconsin,
Madison -- causing only marginal increases in its
faculty salaries in contrast to increases elsewhere
Furthermore, the University sought to build into 1ts
list of comparison institutions a "competitive edge”
-- a percentage amount added to the computed par-
ity figure Thus "in the best interest of the Univer-
sity and the State,” it formally requested the Com-
mission to approve substitution of the University
of Virginia for the University of Wisconsin and the
Massachusetts Institute of Technology for Cornell
University As part of this proposal, 1t agreed to
abandon requests for the 1988-89 and subsequent
fiseal years for “competitive edge” funds, noting
that the traditional methodology of projected lag to
parity would be sufficient, given the new compari-
son group The Commission approved this change
in the University’s comparison 1nstitutions at 1ts
February 1988 meeting

Two years ago, the Commission again considered
changes 1n 1ts methodology when 1t responded to
Supplemental Budget Language to the 1988-89
Budget Act that directed it to convene 1its salary
methodology advisory commttee 1n order to evalu-
ate whether the esimated average salaries at the
State University’s comparison institutions should
be adjusted for the full effect, rather than the exist-
ing partial effect, of law school faculty among its
comparison institution group. The Commission was
also directed to determine the appropriateness of re-
taining any effect of law school faculty employed by

comparison institutions when computing a final
State University faculty salary parity figure, and to
provide a justification for it.

In June 1989, the Commssion adopted the recom-
mendation of its advisory committee that for pur-
poses of reporting comparable “academic” salary in-
formation for both the State University and its com-
parison nstitutions, all law faculty should be re-
moved from the methodology used for computing
the State University's parity figure during the
1991-92 budget ¢ycle - the year in which the cur-
rent collective bargaining agreement between the
faculty and the administration expires This year’s
report thus reflects the exclusion of comparison-
institution law faculty

However, 1n removing comparison institution law
faculty, it was clear that the State University's com-
petitiveness in the marketplace would be under-
mined 1n that its instructional budget wouid be re-
duced by approximately $7 5 million because of a
reduction in the caleulation of 1ts parity figure
Recognizing the dangers‘ implicit 1n this reduction --
especially its impact on the recruitment and reten-
tion of faculty -- the Commission considered a mod-
est change 1n the State University’s group of com-
parison institutions 1n order to recover approxi-
mately one-half of the estimated revenue loss at-
tributed to the removal of comparison nstitution
law faculty I[n September 19889, the Commission
called for deleting three existing comparison insti-
tutions - Virginia Polytechrue Institute, the Un-
versity of Bridgeport, and Mankato State Universi-
ty -- and replacing them with three new 1institutions
-- the University of Connecticut, George Mason
Umiversity, and [llinois State University This
year’s report also reflects this change in comparison
institutions

Contents of this year’s report

For the 1991-92 cyele, this report contains data on
faculty salares at the University of Califernia and
the Califorma State University

This year's report conteins a special section show-
ing the number of Unuiversity of California faculty
who earn 1n excess of $100,000 in years 1990 and
1991, with accompanying information on age, sex,



ethnicity, and discipline Discussed in this section
are some implications of the University's hiring of
these high paid faculty, and how State resources
may be insufficient for the University to attract the
finest research scholars while maintaining its pool
of instructional faculty

This summer, the Commussion will issue a supple-
mental report on community college faculty sala-
ries, public four-year segment admimstrators’ sala-
ries, and University of California medical faculty
salares



Projected Salaries Required for Parity
at California’s Public Universities

THIS year's salary analysis presents a comprehen-
sive examination of faculty salary comparison 1nsti-
tutiondata Usingcomputerized spreadsheets, Com-
mission staff analyzes raw data that have been pro-
vided by the University’s eight and State Universi-
ty’s 20 comparison institutions

University of California

On November 15, 1990, the Regents of the Univer-
sity of California requested the Governor and the
Legislature to approve funding sufficient to grant
University faculty an average salary increase of 3 §
percent This amount was to maintain parity with
the University’s eight comparison institutions
This percentage increase was based on final data for
all exght comparison institutions

Projected salaries

Display 2 on page 10 shows the average salaries by
rank at the comparison institutions 1n 1985-86 and
1990-91, as well as the University’s position in each
of these two years It indicates that, over the past
five years, at the rank of professor, the University
position has declined to fifth from fourth while slip-
ping from second to fourth at the assistant professor
level. Atthe associate professor level, the Universi-
ty mmproved its relative ranking from fourth to
third Decreases in relative rank of Umiversity lad-
der rank faculty may be misleading, however, 1n
that 1n 1985-86 the University received special
“margin-of-excellence” funds that added 3 percent
to that year's parity figure, thus improving the Uni-
versity’s overall position in relation to its compari-
son group of institutions 1n that year

Of most interest is the fact that compensation pro-
vided to entry-level assistant professors continues
to exceed the average compensation of 1ts compari-
son group, and since many of the University's new

faculty members will be hired at this level, it is 1m-
portant that it maintain that competitive position
for the hiring of new young faculty

It also should be noted that because the University’s
faculty received their final salary adjustment on
January 1, 1991, the computed average annual by
rank salares shown in Display 3 for academic year
1990-91 are greater than the salaries actually
earned by the faculty for this entire academic year
In reality, the salaries for the 1990-91 academac
year are professers, $74,361, associate professors,
$50,217, and assistant professors, $42,952

Conversion factors

Display 3 on page 11 shows the parity calculations
for the 1991-92 fiscal year, and it indicates that the
University will require an increase of 3 47 percent
to maintain parity at the mean of 1ts comparison
group An mportant element in deriving nstitu-
tional average salaries 1s the factor used to convert
eleven-month salaries to nine-month salaries In
most cases, this conversion 1s derived by dividing
nine by eleven to produce a factor of 0 8182

Historically, however, the University has used a
conversion factor of 0 86 to adjust its eleven-month
salaries to nine-month salaries To assure consis-
tency, the Commussion apphlies the 0 86 factor to
each of the University’s comparison institutions

Display 4 on page 12 shows the University’s 1990-
91 salary schedule, with the actual conversions

Unwersity facully paid above scale

Display 5 on page 13 shows data for Umiversity of
California nine-month professors who are paid in
excess of $100,000, excluding medical and law pro-
fessors, for the past two years These faculty mem-
bers are often Nobel Laureates, Field Medal Schol-
ars, Pulitzer Prize winners, National Academy of



DISPLAY 2 Unwersity of California Comparison Institution Average Salaries, 1985-86

and 1990-91 |
Comparison Institution Professor Associate Professor Asmstant Professor
1985-86

Institution H $64,452 (1) $36,065 (8) $30,575 (T
Institution A 62,648 (2) 42.900(1) 34,828(1)
Inatitution D 59,868 (3) 36,450 (7) 28,603 (9)
University of California b8,576 (4) 38,871 (& 34,188 (2)
Institution F 58,400 (5) 41,400(2) 33,100(3)
Institution C 56,062 (6) 39,761 (3) 30,968 (5)
Institution B 53,800(7) 36,700(6) 28,900 (8)
Institution G 50,666 (8) 35,279(9) 30,814 (6)
Institution E 49,594 (9) 39,665 (4) 31,769 (4)
Comparison

Institution Average $56,936 $38,278 $31,195

1990-91

Institution H $85,556 (1) $48,225 (7) $46,316 (2)
Institution A 82,658 (2) 58,575(1) 46,310 (3
Institution F 80,360 (3) 56,729 (2) | 46,788 (1)
Institution D 79,014 (4) 48,705 (6) 39,116(8)
University of California 76,438 (5) 52,128 (3) 43,887 (4)
Institution € 70,401 (6) 50,365 (5) 39,893 (6)
Institution B 69,431 (7) 47,951 (8) 38,728 (9)
Institution E 63,921 (8) 51,584 (4) 43.679(5)
Instatution G 62,987 (9) 45,015(9) 39,778 (7)
Comparison

Institution Average $74,916 $50,394 ‘ $42,576

Note Thedata o the 1990-91 table for the Univermty of California reflect salery incresses awarded on January 1,1981 Actual
salaries earned by University faculty for the 1990-91 fiscal year are thus ghghtly lower than hsted here, and these
differences could affact the University’s ranking The rankinga for severel comparison institutions may also be affected
by salary increases given at times other than the first day of the fiscal year

Source  Office of the Presmdent, University of Califorma

10



DISPLAY 3  Unversity of California Comparison Group Average Salaries, 1985-86 and 1990-91,
Compound Rates of Increase, Projected Comparison Group Average Salaries, 1991 -92,
Projected Parity Comparisons, and Projected 1991-92 Staffing Patterns

Comparison Group Comparison Group
Average Salaries

Academuc Rank 1985-86
Professor $56,936
Associate Professor 38,278
Assistant Professor 31,195

Comparison Group
AverageSalanies Compound Rate  Projectsd Salaries
1990-91 of Increase 1991.92
$ 74,916 5642 % $ 79,143
50,894 5 863 53,877
42 576 6418 45,309

Percentage Increase Requred in
University of California Average
Selaries to Equal the Comparison

University of Comparison Group Average Saleries [nstitution Average
Californma
Actual Average
Academuc Rank Salaries 1950-91  Actual 1990-91 Projected 1991-92  Actual 1990-91  Projected 1991.92
Professor $76,438 $74,916 $79,143 -199% 3 54%
Associate Professor 52,128 50,894 53,877 -2 37 336
Assistant Professor 43,887 42 576 45,309 -299 324
All Ranks Averages
(UC Staffing) $65,519 $ 64,092 367,794 -2 18% 347%
Institutional Budget
Year Staffing Pattern Associate Asaiatant
(Full Tuime Equivalent) Professor Professor Professor Total
University of California 3,548 1,087 1,118 5,753
Comparison Institutions 4,356 55 1,930 92 1,924 57 8,212 04

Source University of Cahforma, Office of the President, reproduced 1n Appendix E

Science scholars, or other premier researchers and
teachers in their field

Last year, 146 faculty appeared in this category Of
these, 35 were in the humanities or social sciences,
57 were in the physical or life sciences, 43 were in
engineering, and 11 were 1n the discipline of man-
agement I[n addition, the salaries of 20 eleven-
month professors exceeded $100,000, but their nine-
month equivalent was under that amount

In addition, the highest 1990 median salary --
$106,300 -- wes paid in engineering, while the high-

est overall salary — $122,100 -- was paid in the
physical sciences Only two women and three non-
white minonty faculty earned in excess of $100,000
1n 1990

Thas year, 306 faculty (more than twice the number
from last year) appear in the over $100,000 cate-
gory Of these, 78 are 1n the humanities or social
sciences, 93 are 1n the physical or life sciences, 115
are 1n engineering, and 20 are in the discipline of
management In addition, the salaries of 22 eleven-

1"



DISPLAY 4

Untversity of California 1990-31 Salary Schedule for Nine-Month and Eleven-Month

Faculty, wuh Percentage Differences, Effective January I, 1991*

Nine-Month

Faculty by Rank Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 Step 5 Step 6 Step 7 Step 8
Professor $51,400 $55,400 $60,700 $66,400 $72,200 $78,300 $84 600 $91,300
Assoclate
Professor 43,100 45,700 48,300 51,300 55,300 N/A N/A N/A
Assistant
Professor 35,900 37,400 38,800 40,500 43,500 45,600 N/A N/A
Eleven-Month
Faculty by Rank Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 Step & Step 6 Step 7 Step 8
Professor $59,600 $64,300 $70,400 $77,000 $33,800 $90,800 $98,100 $106,000
Associate
Professor 50,000 53,000 55,900 59,500 64,200 N/A N/A N/A
Assistant
Professor 41,800 43,300 45,100 47.000 49,900 52,900 N/A N/A
Percentage
Dufference by Ovaerall
Rank Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 Step 5 Step 6 Step 7 Step 8 Average

Professor 8624% BB816% 8622% B8623% 8616% B623% 8624% 8613%
Associate
Professor 86 20 86 22 86 40 86 22 86 14 N/A N/A N/A
Asgistant
Professor 86 30 86 37 86 03 86 17 8717 86.20 N/A N/A
Average 8625% 8625% 8622% B621% 8649% 8622% B8624% 8613% 86 25%

“Add 10 percent to each atep for businesa/management and engineering faculty

Source University of California, Office of the President.

month professors exceeded $100,000, but their nine-
month equivalent was under that amount

The highest 1991 median salary -- $108,800 -- 1s
paid 1n management, compared to engineering a
year ago Simlarly, the highest overall salary --
$129,000 -- is also paid in management, compared
to the physical sciences a year ago This year only
one woman earned in exceas of $100,000, while 29
non-whites earned this amount

12

Perhaps one of the most interesting facts shown in
these two displays 1s the average age of these facul-
ty, which currently ranges from 56 in management
to 62 1n the social sciences, suggesting that these
scholars have been employed by the University or
other academic institutions for many years Con-
sidering that the average age of these high-paid
scholars continues to 1ncrease 1n most of those disei-
plines depicted, it is fair to suggest that many of



DISPLAY 5
Effective January 1, 1990 and 1991

Salares
Year Diseipline Number High
1990 Humanities 17 $115,700
Life Sciences 10 108,100
Physical Sciences 47 122,100
Social Sciences 18 113,200
Management! 11 120,600
Engineeringl 43 116,700
1991 Humanities 45 $124,800
Life Sciences 14 119,600
Physical Sciences 79 127,000
Social Sciences 33 117,700
Management! 20 129,000
Engineering! 115 122,800

Unwersity of California 1990-91 Nine-Montk Facully Salaries Above $100,000,

Characteristica
Median Women  Nou-White  Average Age
$103,800 1 1 59
104,500 0 0 61
104,300 1 1 58
103,800 0 1 62
105,200 0 0 54
106,300 0 0 59
$106,000 1 0 60
102,700 0 0 61
105,400 0 3 59
103,800 0 0 62
108,800 0 0 56
100,700 0 26 59

Note Eleven-month salaries have bean converted to nine-month egwvalent salaries as 18 the practice in the University’s annual
report In addition to these faculty, 20 more 1n 1990 and 22 1n 1991 had eleven-month salaries exceeding $100,000, but whoae

rne-month equivelent was under $100,000
1 Specialscale

Source Umvarsity of Cahformua, Office of the Preaident

these scholars will be retiring during the next five
to ten years

Because of these retirements and because the Uni-
versity continues to seek the finest researchers from
throughout the country, the University has had to
expend significant resources in recent years in or-
der to attract these types of scholars to 1ts cam-
puses Clearly, not all new hires are or should be
made at the highest levels But as the premuer re-
search system in the world, the Unuversity has had
to hire many high-level faculty from both the pri-
vate sector or other prestigicus institutions to re-
plenish sumilar faculty who retired or moved to oth-

er institutions, at salaries well above the average
paud to full professors in general

When hired, these faculty are compensated at levels
far above the regular salary compensation provided
by the State for “vacant” faculty positions (Cur-
rently, for vacant positions, the State provides
$38,800 -- Assistant Professor, Step 3 ) Engineering
and business/management faculty start at 10 per-
cent more than this average Although most of
these scholars are not paid in excess of $100,000,
many are paid at salaries equal to if not greater
than those they earned at either the campus or pri-
vate research facility from which they came -- an

13



amount far in excess of the amount provided by the
State

The implications for the Umversity's policy of hir-
ing the best and brightest are apparent The Uni-
versity must find from within existing resources the
difference between the $38,800 provided by the
State and the compensation actually paid to the fac-
ulty member In doing so, the University often uses
resources allocated to other existing faculty vacan-
cies in order to fund a single high paid faculty pos:-
tion When this occurs, those “other vacancies” re-
main unfilled, and instructional activities 1n the de-
partment from which those resources are taken may
be undermined

Throughout the next decade, many of the Universi-
ty's high paid scholars will be retiring and enroll-
ment growth will be sigmificant During this time,
the Umversity anticipates a need for about 10,000
new faculty The situation of reallocating resources
among departments will become severe if the Uni-
versity 15 to continue to attract premier scholars
and the State funds vacancies at only entry-level
salaries As part of its long-range planning for fac-
ulty, the Commission will continue to explore the
need of adequate faculty salary resources to main-
tain the continuing competitiveness of both the
University’s instructional and research faculty

The California State University

Shifis tn rank

Over the past seven years, and principally because
of salary increases granted in the past four years,
the State University has improved its competitive
position nationally Displays 6 and 7 on pages 15
and 18 show average salaries at 1ts comparison
mstitutions 1n 1985-86 and 1990-91, as well as the
State University faculty’s relative position on each
list These displays indicate that while the State
University's ladder faculty ranked tenth at the pro-
fessor level, seventh at the associate professor level,
seventh at the assistant professor level, and third at
the instructor level in 1985-88, it umproved 1ts posi-
tion to between ninth and third in 1990-31 Be-
cause of the large number of State University facul-
ty at the full-professor level, the all ranks weighted
average actually placed the faculty in fifth position

14

in both 1990-91 If something near this ranking
continues, it will place the State University 1n a
very competitive position in the years ahead, when
marny new faculty are expected to be hired

The relatively strong upward movement 1n the
State University’s ranking among 1ts comparison
institutions may have been influenced by the fact
that its group of comparison i1nstitutions was
changed this year The three new institutions in
this revised group have a higher salary base and
may have experienced greater salary increases than
the three institutions that appeared on the former
list

Estimating for non-reporting instifuiions

[n 1ts 1986-87 report, the Commission noted that
the State University encountered considerable duffi-
culty in 1ts attempts to obtain reliable data from all
1ts comparison tnstitutions Several institutions de-
clined to participate with the annual survey, while
others were not prepared to supply the data in a
timely fashion After the advisory committee was
reconvened in 1986 to discuss this problem, 1t unan-
imously approved replacements for those institu-
tions that would not provide data

Following that meeting, State University officials
worked to develop relationships with personnel at
the comparison wnstitutions, but 1t soon became evi-
dent that complete current-year data could not be
obtained from all of them 1n November of each year,
nor from any other hist of institutions that could
conceivably be established, because many universi-
ties do not make computer runs of their faculty pay-
rolls until after the November deadline required by
the current methodology Because the Department
of Finance requests this information by December &
of each year for consideration 1n the Governor’s
Budget, estimates continue to be necessary for those
mmstitutions not supplying current-year information

In 1ts attempts to make the estimates as accurate as
possible, the Chancellor’s Office of the State Uni-
versity analyzed the differences between the cost-of-
living adjustments projected to be given to faculty,
and those actually distributed to them This analy-
sis showed that the actual changes 1n any institu-
tion’s average salaries increased by only about 35
percent of the projected percentage increase - a dif-
ference caused by changes 1n staffing patterns at



DISPLAY 6

Institution

Institution N

Institation J

Institution @

Institution K

Institution B

Institetion P

Instatution [

Institution F

Institution A

The California
State University

Institution D
Institutton C
Institution 5
Institution G
Institntion T
Institution O
Institution R
[nstitution M
Institution E
Institution L

Institution H

Comparieon

Institution Totals

California State Unwersity Comparison Institution Salary Data, by Rank, 1985-86
Asgociate

Professor

No.

217

105

390

330

508

84

67

261

7378

118

82

273

146

246

160

114

82

47

261

Average

Salary
$55,181 (1)

52,121(2)
51,891 (3)
50,029 (4)
49,600(5}
49,083 (6)
47,515(T
47,109(8)

47,000(9

415,820(10)

45,163 (11)
44,966 (12)
44,150 (13)
43,800 (14)
43,130(15)
42,181 (16}
41,900(17)
41,563 (18)
3931219
38,501 20)

37,800(21)

4,068 $46,722

Profesaor

No
239

133

386

294

336

122

114

249

430

2,860

216

56

208

219

200

240

185

17

97

22

203

Average
Salary

$40,196 (1)
39,024 ()
37,5883
36,422(6)
37.0004)
35,2878

34,281(10)

34,5191

36,400(6)

35383 (N

34,493(12)
34.607(10)
33.647(14)
34, TOO(N
31.87T418)
32,088017N
33,100(15)
33.048(16)
31,1209
29,1712

30,900(20)

4,246 $35,042

Source The Calformia State University, Office of the Chancellor

Agsistant
Professor

Ne

140

100

332

232

210

g9

85

159

287

1,493

73

150

172

179

148

167

75

22

229

Average

Salary
$30,184(6)

31,174 ()
309133
31,698(1)
30,700(4)
27,830(12)
28,0829
27.486(15)

30,500(6)

28,658 (7)

28,061(10)
26,603(19)
28,197(8)
27,700¢13)
27.668(14)
27,286(18)
27,900(11)
27.066(18)
27.266(17)
24,527(21)

25,800(20)

3,023 528,867

Instructor

No
0

11

36

11

14

42

38

37

175

32

13

22

12

24

310

Avarage
Salary

0
24,881(T)
29,031 (1)
26,520(5)
28,000(2)
22,000(13)
19,945(17)
21,183(186)

22,800(12)

24,955 (8)

22,818(11)
26,110(4)
21,537(14)
27,200(3)
23.161Q00)
21,233(15)
23,700(8)
23,188(9
19,667(18)
0

0

$23.417

Total Faculty

No

586
349
1,143
867
1,068
296
3Jo8
707

1,222

11,708

216
734
550
724
551
463
307
289

91

698

11,643

Waighted
Average
Salary

$43,300(1)
40270
40,268 (5)
40,198(6)

41,637(2)
36,9158

33494017)
36,868(9)

38,662(T

40,9356 (3}

36,10412)
35.638(11)
36,226(10)
34,628(14)
34,648(15)
33,670(16)
32,862(19
34,716(13)
31,338(21)
32,867(18)

31,8132

$37,197
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DISPLAY 7

[ostitution

Institution

Ingtitution R

Institution J

Institution N

Institution B

Institution P

Institution [

institution K

The Califormia
State University

Institution G
Institution C
Institution F
Institution D
Ingtitution A
[natitution M
Institution T
Institution E
Institution O
Instttution L
Institution S

Institution H

Comparison

Institution Totals

California State Untwersity Comparison Institution Salary Daita, by Rank, 1390-91

Professor

No

428

165

108

244

490

102

81

427

7,463

143

86

244

144

488

133

260

28

166

254

287

Average
Salary

$72,708 (1
72,415 (2)
72,269 (3)
71,363 (4)
67,979 (5)
65,821 (6)
64,818 (T)

64,330 8)

60,752 (9

60,300 (10}
80,165 (11)
59,169 (12)
57,420 (13
57,207 (14)
56,803 (15)
56,892 (16)
54,879 (1T)
54,410 (18)
54,170 (19)
53,556 (20

50,740 (21}

4,387 $62,041

Associate
Professor

No
396

257

130

236

309

113

122

336

2,374

218

87

254

215

440

124

297

104

233

24

259

189

Average
Salary

$51,610 (B
49,228 (5)
54,677 (1)
51,832 13)
52,012 (2)
47,729 (T
45,348 (9)

46,249 (8)

48,811 (8)

45,300 (10)
43,961 (13
42,953 (16)
44,046 (11
43,709 (14)
43,986 (12}
42,709 (18)
42,900 (17
41,415 (19
40,665 (20)
43,010 (15}

39,440 21}

4,322 §46,004

Source The Calforma State Unzversity, Office of the Chancellor
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Asmistant
Professor

No

232

167

80

145

222

105

220

2,110

173

81

204

116

344

103

215

103

140

216

264

Average
Salary

$43,134 (D)
40,778 (4}
46,302 (1)
39,145 ()
43,035 (B
39,851 t6)
39,111 (8)

38,438 (1D

39,853 (5)

37,100 (15)
37,855 (12)
36,709 (1T)
36,738 (16)
36,386 (18)
37,184 (14)
38911 )
38,702 (10)
35,360 (19)
33279 (20}
37,684 (13)

33,175 (21)

3,240 $38,333

Instr

No

0

36

13

10

35

11

208

21

28

25

20

238

r Tatal Facuity
Weightad

Average Average

Salary No Salary

0 1,054 §58.274<1}
32,367 (4) 625 52,120 (1)
32,146 (5} 328 57333 D)
0 6256 56,514 (d)
38,525 (1) 1,031 57,537 (2)
30,500 (T 286 52,128 (&)
28,211 (1D 343 46,288(12)
30,211 &) 934 52,110 (B)
32,562 (3) 13,176 54,281 (5)
35,200 (2) 556 46,226(13)
| 0 234 47,799 (9)
25,754 (15) 730 45.965(15)
28311 (2 500 45416(16)
27,668 (14) 1,290 46,3781
32,019 (6} 362 46,730 (100
29,109 (10) 776 46,004 (14)
28,329 (11) 329 44,081(18)
0 539 43.844(19)
30,160 (9) 112 43,020 (20}
22,370 (16) 733 44,961(1T)
0 740 41,587(21)

 $29,846 12,187  $49.422



the institutions invelved Accordingly, the State
University suggested that, when current-year data
cannot be obtained, but the projected cost-of-living
adjustment 13 known, that that percentage be mul-
tiplied by 0 95

Adjustmenis

Consistent with its methodology, reductions of 0 2
percent for turnover and promotions, and 0 54 per-
cent to reflect an additional appropriation for merit
salary adjustmenta, are included 1n the calculation
The first 13 unchanged from last year's cycle, while
the second is reduced to 0 54 percent from last
year’s estimate of 0 59 percent With these two ad-
justments, the projected 1991-92 State University
parnty caleulation equals 4 07 percent as shown 1n
Display 8 on page 18

Complete current-year data for this year’s report
were obtamned for 16 institutions, with estimated
1990-91 cost-of-living adjustments supplied for the
remaining four Furthermore, 1t should be noted
that because the State University faculty will re-
ceive their final salary adjustment on January 1,
1991, the computed average annual by rank sala-
ries displayed for 1990-91 1s greater than the sala-
ries actually earned by the faculty for this entire
academic year In reality the salaries for academic
year 1990-91 are professors, $59,811, associate
professors, $47,854, assistant professors, $39,231,
and instructors, $32,054

Conversion factor

As with the Unuversity of California, one of the re-
quired calculations to derive an average salary fig-
ure for each comparison institution is a conversion
from eleven-month to nine-month faculty, since all
average salaries are based on nine-month contracts
In its annual report on the economic status of the
profession, the AAUP uses a factor of 0 8182 -- a fig-
ure derived by dividing nine by eleven In some
cases, however, ingtitutions use different conver-
sion factors to build their budgets, and these are all
specified by the AAUP 1n footnotes to 1ts report and
used to derive average salary figures In many
cases, especially 1n independent institutions, no
published salary schedules or institutional conver-
sion factors exist, since all faculty contracts are ne-
gotiated individually in terms of both length of an-
nual service and compensation In these cases, all
conversions used to derive average salaries are arti-
ficial, and the AAUP stmply applies the 0 8182 factor
as a reasonable estimate

In the State Uraversity, as shown mn Display 9 on
page 19, the actual relationship between eleven-
month and nine-month faculty 1s about 0 87 per-
cent, but for the purposes of the annual salary re-
ports, and reporting to the AAUP, the 0 8182 figure
continues to be used for the purposes of assuring
analytical consistency with the comparison institu-
tions

17



DISPLAY 8

California State Unwersity Facully Salary Parity Calculations, 1991-92 (Comparison

Institution Average Salaries, 1985-86 and 1990-91, Five-Year Compound Rates of
Increase; Comparison Institution 1990-91 Projecied Salaries, State Unwersity 1990-91
Average Salaries, 1991-92 Projected Percentage Salary Deficiency, 1990-91 Staffing

Patterns)

Academic Rank
Professor
Associate Professor

Agsistant Professor
Instructor
State
University
Average
Salaries
Academic Rank 1990-81
Professor $60,752
Asgociate Professor 48,611
Assistant Professor 39,853
Instructor 32,562
All Ranks Averages
Weighted by State $54,281
University Staffing
Weighted by
Comparison
Institution Staffing $50,340
Mean All Ranks
Average and Gross
Percentage Amount $52,310
Adjustments
Turnover
and Promotions
Merit Award
Adjustment
Net Parity Salary
and Percent
Inatitutional
Staffing Patterns Professor
Califorma State
University 7,483
Comparison Institutions 4,387

Source Office of the Chancallor, The California State Unmiversity (repreduced in Appendix F)

18

Companson Group

Waighted by Total
1985-86

$46,722
35,042
28,867
23,417

Average Salanes

Faculty at Each
Rank 1950 91

$62,041
46,004
38,333
29,846

Comparwson Group Average Salares

1980-81
$62,041
46,004
38,333
29,846

$54,255

$49,422

$51,838

Associate Professor  Asmistant Professor

2,374
4,322

1991 92
$65,661
48,573
40,570
31,330

$57,395

$52,262

$54,828

-105
-356

$54,368

2,110
3,240

Five-Year Comparison Group
Percentage Rateof  Projected Salaries
Change 1991-92
5836 % $65,661
5.594 48,578
5 836 40,570
4971 31,330

Percontage Increase Required in CSU
Salanes to Equal the Compariscn

Institution Average
1990-91 1691-92
212 % 808 %
-5 36 -0 07
-381 180
-8 34 -378
005 % 574 %
-182 % 382 %
-090 % 481 %
020 %
054 %
407 %
Instructor Total
208 12,175
238 12,187



DISPLAY 9 Californua State Unsversity 1990-91 Salary Schedule for Nine-Month and
Eleven-Month Regular Faculty, with Percentage Differences (Effective January 1, 1991%)

Nine-Month
Facuity by Rank Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 Step 5 Step 6 Step 7 Step 8
Professor $50,5632 $52,932 $55,488 $58,176 $60,960

Associate Professor 39,984 41,904 43,896 45,996 48,192 $50,632 $52,932 $55,488
Agsigtant Professor 31,764 33,240 34,824 36,468 38,208 39,984 41904 43,896
Instructor 29,064 30,348 31,764 33,240 34824

Eleven-Month
Faculty by Rank Step 1 Step 2 Step3 Step 4 Step5 Step 6 Step 7 Step 8

Professor $58,176 $60,960 363,948 $67,020 $70,272
Associate Professor 45,996 48,192 50,532 52,932 55,488 $58,176 $60,960 $63,943
Assistant Professor 36,468 38,208 39,984 41,904 43,896 45,996 48,192 50,532

Instructor 33,240 34,824 36,468 38,208 39,984
Percentage Qverall
Dhifference by Rank Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 Step 5 Step6 Step 7 Step 8 Averaga
Professor 3688% B8683% 8677% 8680% 8675% N/A N/A N/A

Associate Professor 86 93 86 95 86 87 86 90 86 85 8686% B683% B867T%
Aszistant Professor 87 10 3700 8709 8703 87 04 B6 93 86 95 86 87
Instructor 87 44 8715 B7 10 87 00 8709 N/A N/A N/A

Average 8708% 8698% 8696% 8693% 8693% 8690% 8689% B682% 86 94%

*Add 10 percent to each atep for business and engineering faculty

Source Offica of the Chanceller, The California State University (Incremental Salary Adjustment computed by the Cahifornia
Postsecondary Education Commission )
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Appendix A

Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 51, 1965 General Session,
Relative to Academic Salaries and Welfare Benefits

WHEREAS, The Joint Legislative Budget Committee pursuant to House Resolution No
250, 1964 First Extraordinary Session, has hed prepared and has adopted a report of the
Legislative Analyst containing findings and recommendations as to salaries and the
general economic welfare, including fringe benefits, of faculty members of the Califormia
institutions of hugher education, and

WHEREAS, The study of the Joint Legislative Budget Commuttee found that the re-
porting of salaries and fringe benefits as 1t has been made previously to the Legislature
has been fragmentary and has lacked necessary consistency, with the resuit that the
Legislature’s consideration of the salary requests of the institutions of higher learning
has been made unnecessarily difficult, and

WHEREAS, The report recommends that the Legislature and the Governor should re-
ceive each December 1 a report from the Coordinating Council for Higher Education,
plus such supplementary information as the Umversity of Califorma and the California
State Colleges desire to furnish independently, containing comprehensive and consis-
tently reported information as outlined specifically 1n the report adopted by the Joint
Legislative Budget Commuttee, and

WHEREAS, The reporting recommended by the commaittee would include essential data
on the s1ze and composition of the faculty, the establishment of comprehensive bases for
comparing and evaluating faculty salaries, the nature and cost of existing and desired
fringe benefits, the nature and extent of total compensation to the faculty, special
privileges and benefits, and a description and measurement of supplementary income,
all of which affect the welfare of the faculties and involve impheations to the state now,
therefore, be 11

Resolved by the Senate of the Siate of Californa, the Assembly thereof concurring, That
the Coordinating Council for Higher Education in cooperation with the University of
California and the California State Colleges shall submit annuslly to the Governor and
the Legislature not later than December 1 a faculty salary and welfare benefits report
contaimng the basic information recommended 1n the report of the Joint Legislative
Budget Committee as filed with the President of the Senate and the Speaker of the As-
sembly, under date of March 22, 1965
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NOTE: The following material 1s readapted from
Chapter Two, “The Revised Methodology,” of the
second edition of Methods for Calculating Salary and
Fringe Benefit Cost Comparisons, 1985-86 to 1994-
95 A Reuvision of the Commussion’s 1977 Method-
ology for Preparing Its Annual Reports and F acully
and Administratwe Salaries and Fringe Benefit
Costs, Commussion Report 85-11, Second Edition
February 1988 (Sacramento California Postsecon-
dary Education Commission, March 1985, pp 7-16

The following procedures will be employed by the
Califorma Postsecondary Education Commission to
develop its annual report on faculty salaries and
fringe benefitsin California public higher education

1. Number and timing of reports

One report will be prepared by the Commission
each year That report will contain current-year
data from both the University of California’s and
the California State University’'s comparison insti-
tutions, such data to be submitted by the segments
to the Commussion, the Department of Finance, and
the Legislative Analyst not later than December 5
each year The segmental submissions are to 1n-
clude total nine- and eleven-month expenditures,
and the number of faculty, at each rank specified n
Section 4 of this document for each companson 1n-
stitution Comparison institutions should be 1denti-
fied only by letter code Commussion staff shall ver-
ify the accuracy of the segmental calculations and
report the results of its analysis to the Depariment
of Finance and the Office of the Legislative Analyst
on December 5, or the first working day following
December 5 if the latter falls on a weekend The
Commission shall submit a report on the subject to
the Department of Finance and the Jownt Legisla-

Appendix B

tive Budget Committee not later than February 15

2. Principle of parity

The report will indicate needed percentage in-
creases (or decreases) for the forthcoming fiscal year
1n salaries and fringe benefit costs for University of
Califorma and Califorma State University faculty
to achieve and maintain parity with comparisen -
stitution faculty at the ranks of professor, associate
professor, assistant professor, and (at the State Um-
versity only) mstructor Parity is defined as the
mean of all salaries paid by the comparison institu-
tions as & whole at each rank. A separate list of
comparison institutions will be used by each of the
four-year Cahfornia segments of higher education

3. Comparismi institutions
Unwersity of California

Comparisen 1nstitutions for the University of Cali-
fornia, with independent institutions asterisked (*),
will be the following

Harvard University*

Massachusetts [nstitute of Technology*
Stanford Umversity*

State University of New York at Buffalo
University of I1lmo1s, Urbana
Unuversity of Michigan, Ann Arbor
Unaversity of Virginia

Yale University*

The California State University
Comparison institutions for the Califorma State

University will be the following for the years 1987-
88 through 1996-97
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Northeast

Bucknell University!

Rutgers the State University of New Jersey,
Newark®

State Umiversity of New York, Albany

Tufts University'

University of Bridgeport

South

Georgia State University®

North Carolina State University

Unuiversity of Maryland, Baltimore Ceunty

Virgina Polytechnic Institute and State
University

North Central

Cleveland State University®

Loyola University, Chicago'*
Mankato State University

Wayne State University®
University of Wisconsin, Milwaukee

West

Arizona State University®

Reed College!

University of Colorado, Denver
University of Nevada, Rernio
University of Southern California'®
University of Texas, Arlington

1 Independent institution
2 Institution with law school

Source Calforma Postsecondary Education Comtmission

4. Faculty to be included and excluded
The Unwersity of California

Faculty to be included in the comparisons are those
at the ranks of professor, associate professor, and
assistant professor {the University does not use the
rank of instructor) employed on nine- and eleven-
month (prorated) appointments, with the exception
of faculty in law, the health sciences, summer ses-
sions, extension programs, and laboratory schools,
to the extent that these faculty are covered by sala-
ry scales or schedules other than those of the regu-
lar faculty Faculty on the speecial salary schedules
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for engineering, computer science, and business ad-
mumstration will be included with the regular fac-
ulty

Faculty members to be included are those assigned
to instruction (regardless of their assignments for
research and other University purposes), depart-
ment chairmen (U not on an administrative salary
schedule), and faculty on salaried sabbatical leave

The number of Umversity faculty will be reported
on a full-time-equivalent basis.

The California State University

Faculty to be included 1n the comparisons are those
with full-time appointments at the ranks of profes-
sor, assoclate professor, assistant professor, and 1n-
structor, employed on nine- and eleven-month (pro-
rated) appointments, department chairmen, gnd
faculty on salaried sabbatical or special leave Fac-
ulty teaching seminar sesstons or extension will be
excluded

Funds appropriated for “outstanding professor
awards” will be included 1n the State Urniversity's
mean salaries

The number of State University and comparison 1n-
stitution faculty wall be reported on a headcount ba-
518

5. Computation of comparison
institution mean salaries

As indicated below, the University and the State
University use different methods to compute mean
salaries in their respective groups of comparison in-
stitutions The Commission will provide a detailed
explanation of these differences in its annual re-

port
Unwwersity of California

For the University’s comparison group, the mean
salary at each rank will be obtained for each com-
parison mstitution The mean salary at each rank
for the comparison group as a whole will then be
calculated by adding the mean salaries at the eight
comparison institutions and dividing by eight.



The California State Untversity

For the State University’s comparison group, the to-
tal actual salary dollars paid at each rank for the
group as a whole will be divided by the number of
faculty within the rank at all 20 institutions to de-
rive the mean salary for each rank

6. Five-year compound rate
of salary growth

In order to compute the estimated salaries to be
paid by the comparison institutions in the budget
year, a five-year compound rate of change 1n sala-
ries will be computed using actual salary data for
the current year and the fifth preceding year

Each segment will compute the mean salary, by
rank, for their respective comparison groups as
specified 1n Section 5 above Each will then caleu-
late the annual compound rate of growth at each
rank between the current year and the fifth year
preceding the current year These rates of change
will then be used to project mean salaries for that
rank forward one year to the budget year

In the event that neither current-year staffing nor
mean salary data can be obtained from a compari-
son wnstitution in a timely manner, the staffing pat-
tern and salary expenditure data from the prior
year will be used with the expenditures at each
rank being incremented by 95 percent of the antici-
pated current-year salary increase If current-year
staffing data are available, but not current-year sal-
ary expenditure data, the staffing data will be used
with the prior-year expenditures at each rank being
ineremented by 100 percent of the anticipated
current-year salary increase

When a comparison institution does not supply both
its current-year staffing and salary expenditure
data, and when that institution does not anticipate
a general faculty salary increase 1n the current
year, the prior-year staffing and expenditure data
will be assumed to remain unchanged for the cur-
rent year

When current year staffing and salary expenditure
data are available, but do not reflect the full extent
of planned salary adjustments (e g, reported data
do not include a gspecified percentage to be granted

after July 1 of a given fiscal year), the salary expen-
ditures at each rank will be adjusted to reflect the
full extent, of the planned adjustment

When complete staffing and expenditure data are
available for neither the current nor prior years, the
most recent year for which complete data are avail-
able will be used. In such a case, expenditures at
each rank will be inecremented by 95 percent of the
anticipated salary expenditures wncrease for each
year in which complete data are unavailable

If the University of California or the California
State University are unable to obtain complete
current-year staffing and salary expenditure data
from gll of their respective comparison institutions
by December 5 of any year, a supplemental report
will be filed with the Commission, the Department
of Finance, and the Office of the Legislative Analyst
as soon as the data become available, but not later
than April 1 of the subsequent calendar year, such
update to include all additional data received since
December 5 If the comparison nstitution data re-
main incomplete as of the April 1 date, a final re-
port will be filed on June 30, or at such earlier time
as the University or the State University are able to
supply complete data

7. Fringe henefits

On June 30, 1989, and avery fourth year thereafter,
the University of California and the California
State University shall submit reports on faculty
fringe benefits for the preceding fiscal year, such re-
ports to include the following information for their
own system and for each comparison instaitution

a The mean employer and employee contribution
for retirement programs, health insurance pro-
grams (including medical, dental, vision and any
other medical coverage), Social Security, and
life, unemployment, workers’ compensation, and
disability insurance,

b The mean contribution needed to fund the “nor-
mal costs” of the retirement systems, and

¢ Any further information available, in addition
to the cost data, on actual benefits received.
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8. All-ranks average salaries

All-ranks mean salaries will be calculated for each
segment in the current year, and the comparison in-
stitutions’ mean salaries in the current and budget
years, by using the following procedures

Urnwersity of California

Both the University’s and its comparison institu-
tions” mean salaries at each rank will be weighted
by the University's projected budget-year staffing
pattern The all-ranks mean salaries produced
thereby will be compared and percentage differen-
tials computed for both the current and budget
years The percentage differential between the
University’s current year all-ranks mean salary
and the comparison group’s projected budget year
all-ranks mean salary will constitute the percent-
age amount by which University salaries will have
to be increased (or decreased) to achieve parity with
the comparigon group in the budget year

The California State Untversity

Both the State University’s and its comparison 1n-
stitutions’ current-year staffing patterns will be
employed The rank-by-rank mean salaries will be
separately weighted by the respective staffing pat-
terns for both the current and budget years so that
two sets of all-ranks mean salaries will be derived
The two all-ranks mean salaries for the State Unu-
versity in the current year (the first weighted by the
State Unuversity's staffing pattern and the second
by the comparison group's staffing pattern) will be
added together and divided by two to produce the
overall mean Simularly, the current and budget-
year all-ranks mean salaries for the comparison in-
stitutions will be added and divided by two to pro-
duce overall means for both the current and budget
years The State University’s current-vear all-
ranks mean salary will then be compared to the cur-
rent and budget-year comparison institution all-
ranks mean salary to produce both current and
budget-year parity percentages. The percentage
differential between the State University’s current-
year all-ranks mean salary and the comparison
group’s projected budget-year all-ranks mean sala-
ry will constitute the “Gross Percentage Amount”
by which State University salaries will need to be
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increased or decreased to achieve parity with the
comparison group 1n the budget year

The comparison institutions must exclude salaries
paid to law faculty when submitting their data

The "Gross Percentage Amount” will be reduced by
applying two adjustments

® Furst, two-tenths of one percent (0 2 percent) will
be deducted to account for the effect of turnover
and promotions n the budget year

® Second, an additional percentage amount, to ac-
count for the effect of unallocated merit salary
awards, shall be deducted when applicable The
amount to be deducted shall be mutually agreed
to by Commussion staff and the Chancellor’s Of-
fice of the State University

9. Administrative, medical,
and community college salaries

Administrative salaries |

In 1ts annual faculty salary report, the Commission
will report the salaries paid to selected central-
office and campus-based administrators at the Uni-
versity and the State Unmiversity The Commission
shall also include data on comparable campus-based
positions from both the University's and the State
University’s respective comparison institutions
The University and State University will use the
same group of comparison institutions as for their
faculty surveys

The campus-based administrative positions to be
surveyed shall include those listed 1n Display 1

In addition to these campus-based positions for
which the national survey shall be conducted, the
Unuversity and the State University shail also re-
port the salaries paid to all central office personnel
with the position titles listed in Display 2

Mediwcal faculty salaries

The Commission will include data on comparative
salaries and compensation plans for the University
of Califorma and a select group of comparisen insti-
tutions on a bienmal basis commencing with the
1985-86 academic year Comparison institutions to
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Campus-Based Admunistrative Posttions for Which Current-Year Salaries at the
Uraversity of California, the California State Unwersity, and Their Respective

Comparwon Institutions Are to Be Reported in the Commission’s Arnual

Adminstrators’ Salary Survey

University of California

Chuef Executive Officer/Single Institution
Chief Academie Officer

Chief Business Officer

Director of Personnel/Human Resources
Chief Budget Officer

Dhirector of Library Services

Director of Computer Services

Director of Physical Plant

Director of Campus Security

Director of Information Systems
Director of Student Financial Aid
Director of Athletics

Dean of Agriculture

Dean of Arta and Seiences

Dean of Business

Dean of Education

Dean of Engineering
Dean of the Graduate Division
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The Califortua State Universit'_

Chief Executive Officer/Single Institution

Chief Academic Officer
Chief Business Officer

Director of Personnel/Human Resources

Chief Budget Officer

Director of Library Services
Director of Computer Services
Director of Physical Plant
Director of Campus Security
Director of Information Systems
Director of Student Financial Aid
Director of Athletics

Dean of Agriculture

Dean of Arts and Sciences

Dean of Business

Dean of Education

Dean of Engineering

Dean of the Graduate Division

Reported in the Commussion’s Arnual Admunustrators’ Salary Survey

Umveraity of California

President

Senior Vice President
Vice President
Asgociate Vice Preaident
Assistant Vice President

General Counsel of the Regents

Deputy General Counsel of the Regents

Treasurer of the Regents

Associate Treasurer of the Regenta

Secretary of the Regents

Dhirector of State Governmental Relations

Auditor

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10

The Cahforma State Urnuversity

Chaneellor

Provost-Vice Chancellor or Executive Vice Chancellor

Deputy Provest

Vice Chancellor

Associate Vice Chancellor
Assistant Vice Chancellor
General Counsel

Associate General Counsel
Dhrector of Governmental Affairs
Auditor
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be surveyed will be Stanford University, the Uni-
versity of Chicago, the University of Illinos, the
University of Michigan, the University of North
Carolina, the University of Texas at Houston, the
University of Wisconsin, and Yale Urnuversity Dis-
ciplines to be surveyed will be internal medicine,
pediatrics, and surgery, which, taken together, will
be considered representative of the medical profes-
sion as a whele

Community college faculty salaries

In its annual report on faculty salaries, the Com-
rmssion shall include such comments as 1t considers
appropriate to satisfy the recommendation of the
Legislative Analyst contained 1n the Analysis of the
Budget Bill, 1979-80 Comments shall be directed
to, but need not be limited by, the contents of the
Annual Report on Staffing and Salaries of the Com-
mumty Colleges’ Chancellery

10. Supplementary information

Supplementary information shall be supplied annu-
ally by both the University of California and the
California State Unmiversity The University of
California shall continue to submit 1its “Annual
Academic Personnel Statistical Report " The Cali-
fornia State University shall submait a report to the
Commussion on faculty demographics, promotions
and separations, origins and destinations, and re-
lated data Both the University and the State Uni-
versity will submit their supplemental reperts not
later than April 1

11. Criteria for the selection
of comparison institutions

Unwersity of Califormua

The following four criteria will be used to select
comparison institutions for the University

1. Each institution should be an eminent major
university offering a broad spectrum of under-
graduate, graduate (Master’s and Ph D), and
professional 1nstruction, and with a faculty re-
spongible for research as well as teaching
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2 Each mstitution should be one with which the
University 1s in significant and continuing com-
petition 1n the recruitment and retention of fac-
ulty

3 Each instifution should be one from which it is
possible to collect salary and benefit cost data on
a timely, voluntary, and regular basis (Not all
institutions are willing to provide their salary
and benefit cost data, especially in the detail re-
qurred for comparison purposes )

4 The comparison group should be composed of
both public and private institutions

In selecting these institutions, stability over
time 1n the composition of the comparison group
1s 1mportant to enable the development of facul-
ty salary market perspective, time-series analy-
sis, and the contacts necessary for gathering re-
quured data

The California State University

The following five eritéria will be used to select
comparison institutions for the Califorma State
University

1 General comparability of tnstitutions Compari-
son institutions should reflect the mission, fune-
tions, purposes, objectives, and 1nstitutional di-
versity of the California State University sys-
tem Faculty expectations at the comparison in-
stitutions, in terms of pay, benefits, workload,
and professional responsibilities, should be rela-
tively stmilar to those prevailing at the Califor-
nia State Unuversity To those ends, State Uni-
versity comparison institutions should include
those that offer a wide variety of programs at
both the undergraduate and graduate levels but
that grant very few if any doctoral degrees Spe-
cifically, the 20 institutions that awarded the
largest number of doctoral degrees during the
ten-year period between 1973-74 and 1983-84
should be excluded. Although several of the
comparison institutions may have professional
law schools, salary data for law faculty must be
omitted when data are provided The list should
include both large and small, and urban and rur-
ral institutions from each of the four major re-
gions of the country' (Northeast, North Central,
South, and West) Approximately one-fourth to
one-third of the institutions on the list should be



private or independent colleges and umiversities,
and none of these institutions should be staffed
predominantly with religious faculty

Economic comparabuity of winstitutional location
The comparison group, taken as a whole, should
reflect a general comparability in living costs
and economic welfare to conditions prevailing 1n
Calforrua Consequently, institutions located
in very high cost areas, such as New York City,
or in severely economically depressed areas,
should not be included on the list In order to en-
sure a continuing economic comparability be-
tween California and those regions 1n which
comparison institutions are located, the Com-
mission will periodically review such economic

indicators as it considers appropriate and in-
clude the results of its surveys in its annual re-
port on faculty salaries and fringe benefit costs

Availability of data  Each 1nstitution shouild be
one from which 1t 18 possible to collect salary and
benefit cost data on a timely, voluntary, and reg-
ular basis (Not all institutions are willing to
provide their salary and benefit cost data, espe-
cally in the detail required for comparison pur-
poses )

Unuversity of California comparison mmstiutions
The California State Umiversity’s comparison
group should not include any nstitution used by
the Unuversity of California for its comparison

group
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‘ Appendix C

House Resolution No. 250, 1964 First Extraordinary Session,
Relative to the Economic Welfare of the Faculties
of the California Public institutions of Higher Education

WHEREAS, The Master Plan for Public Higher Education strongly recommended that
every effort be made to ensure that the institutions of higher education in California
maintain or improve their position 1n the intense competition for the highest quality of
faculty members, and

WHEREAS, The Coordinating Council for Higher Education 1n 1ts annual report to the
Governor and the Legislature regarding level of support for the California State Colleges
and the Umiversity of California recommended that funds should be provided to permt
at least an additional 5 percent increase in academic salaries for the California State
Colleges and the University of California, and

WHEREAS, The Trustees of the Califorma State Colleges 1n their annual report to the
Legslature declared that the California State Colleges are falling far behind in the face
of this competition and that by 1964-65 faculty salaries will be lagging 14 to 18 percent
behind those of comparable institutions, and

WHEREAS, Greatly increasing enrollments 1n 1institutions of higher education 1n
Califormia during the next decade will cause a demand for qualified faculty members
which cannot possibly be met unless such institutions have a recruitment climate which
will compare favorably with other colleges, universities, and business 1nstitutions,
industry, and other levels of government, and ‘

WHEREAS, California has achieved an enviable momentum in business and industrial
development, a momentum now threatened by lagging faculty salaries so that failure to
maintain adequate salary scales for faculty members in Califorma institutions of higher
education would be false economy, and

WHEREAS, There have been widespread reports from the State College and University
campuses that higher salaries elsewhere are attracting some of the best faculty members
from the Califorma institutions of higher education, and if such academic emigration
gains momentum because of inadequate salaries, the effect will disrupt the educational
processes and result in slower economic growth, followed by lower tax revenues, and

WHEREAS, The Legislature has a continuing interest in the difficult and pressing prob-
lems faced by the California institutions of higher education 1n aitracting and main-
taining outstanding faculty members in a period of stiff competition and rapid growth,
and

WHEREAS, The State’s investment 1n superior teaching talent has been reflected 1n
California’s phenomenal economic growth and has shewn California taxpayers to be the
wisest of public 1nvestors, but unless the superiority in faculty quality 1s mamntained, the
contributigns by the California institutions of higher education to the continued
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economic and cultural development of California may be seriously threatened, now,
therefore, be it

Resolved by Assembly of the State of California, That the Assembly Committee on Rules
is directed to request the Joint Legislative Budget Commuttee to study the subject of
salaries and the general economic welfare, including fringe benefita, of faculty members
of the California institutions of higher education, and ways and means of improving such
salaries and benefits in order that such California institutions of higher education may
be able to compete for the talent necessary to provide the highest quality of education,
and to request such commttee to report its findings and recommendations to the
Legislature not later than the fifth legislative day of the 1965 Regular Session



Appendix D

A RECOMMENDED METHCD FOR REPORTING TO THE LEGISLATURE
ON FACULTY SALARIES AND OTHER BENEFATS
AT THE UNIVERSITY QF CALIFORNMNIA AND
THE CALIFORNIA STATE COLLEGES

{Pursuant to HR 250, 1964 First Extreordinary Session)

Prepared by the

Qffics of the Lagniciive Analyst
State of California |

January 4, 1945
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INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this staff repor: is to recommend a
method for reporung to the Legisiature on salaries,
#mnge beneiits and cther speeial economic bemefits for
faculties of the TUnivermry of Californmia and the Cali-
fornia State Colleges. This report has heen preparesd
by the Joint Legislative Budget Commutiee in re-
sponse to House Resolation 230 (196¢ First Extracr-
dinary Session, Appendix 1)! wineh resolved:

*“That the Assembiy Committee on Rules is di-
tected to request the Joint Legisiazive Budget Com-
mittee to study the subjest of salaries and the gen-
eral economic weifare, incloding frmge benedts, of
facuity members of the California institutioms of
higher sducation. and ways and means of improving
such salares and benefits in orde that such Cali-
fornma institutions of higher education may be able
to compete for the taleqs necessary to provmide the
highest quality of edueation, and to request sueh
committes to report i3 findings and recommenda-
tions to the Legislature not later than the fifth
legisiative day of the 1965 Regular Sesgion.”

Sta® of the Joint Legisiative Budgs: Committee
initiared its stndy by sesinng information which would
refleet the masnitnde of California’s long-range and
immadiate problems regarding the need to recrmt and
retzin an adequate number of high quality facuity.
While reviewing past reports presented to the Legs-
latare as justideation for salary incrsass recommen-
dations by the Coordinating Comneil for Higher Edn.
cation, the University of California and the California
State Colleges, it became apparsnt that the first step
in wying to improve fagnity salaries and other Gene-
fits is to fmrmush the Legislazare with comprenensive
and consistent data witteh identify the paturs and
lavel of competitive benefits. The costs assoelated with
n-nm-nﬂnl,-innc' rated mding to pmonty, shoald
be 1mcinded 1 proposals by the segments in order to
ad the Legslaturs in dstermiming how much to ap-
propriate and the bensfits whieh an appropmation
will buy.

Thare has emisted in the past a diffarsnce between
wiat the msutntions have recommended as the need
for salary and benefit increnses apd what has finally
heen appropriated by ths Legislature There are two
princival reasons for this diference which at times
may be closely related: (1) The Legisiature may dis-
agres with whar 15 proposed as to aeed, or (2) there
may not be egough fonds to meet the need beeause of
higher priorsties n other aresas of the tudget.

Thess nesds are very complex and, for example.
melade such factors as:

1. Disagreement with conclusions drawz Zrom data

submurted 1 justification of resommendations;

2 Tack of comfidence in the quanuty, quality, or

type of data;

1 Appandicas deistad.

3. The failure of advocates to maie points which
are concse and clearly understandable;

4+ The submission of conflicing data by legisianive
staf or the Departmen: of Finance.

After carefnl conmideration, it was determined that
a spesial report shouid be made to the Budget Com-
mittee containing recommendations as 0 the kind of
data the Legisiature should be furmished for the pur-
pose of considering salary and other benedt increases.

On Augnst 3, 1964 a letter (Appendix 2) twas sent
from the Legisiative Analyst w the Coordinaung
Counecil for Higher Edueation. the University of Cali-
forma, the California State Colleges, the Department
of Finance and varous facnity crganizations izform-
ing them that the Joint Legslative Budget Cammuttae
was planmng to hold a public hearmng in conpeetion
with HR 250 and asking for replies to a serzes of
questions designed to gather background information
about salary and fringe benefirs data (Appendiz 3.
Copies of Repiies Received). The primary purpose of
the hearing was to provide the Unrversity of Califor-
mis, the California State Colleges and interested
groups the opportanity to indicate the basis op wiuch
salary and fringe benefits should be reported to the
Legislarure, including the knd of data 0 be com-
pued and who shouid compile and publish it (Appen-
diz 4. Copres of Prepared Testimony Filed with the
Jomnt Legsiative Budget Commttee at the October
13, 1964 Eesring). The contents of most of the prs-
pared statements discussed problems and iz some
mstances recommendarions relanng to faenlty salaries
and other benedts rather than the prmmary purpose
of the hearme, bus the tastimony did serve to 1dentify
areas of concsrn. The hearng aiso established legis.
latrve imtarest in the subjects of f2cnity workload and
sources of suppiementary income.

The review of past facnity salary reports, the re-
plies to the Legislamve Analvst’s letier of Angust 5,
1964, the oral and preparsd stataments recsived az the
October 13, 1964 hearing of the Joint Legisianve
Budget Committes and other sourses pave revealed
suigmfeant findings and permirted the development of
rerommendations consermuing the type of miocrmanon
and method of presemtation that should be imeluded
in furore faculty salary reports preparsd for the
Legisiaturs,

BACKGROUND

Current procedurss for review of faculty salarr
and other bensfit incvease proposals. starmmg ™th the
presentanion of recommendanions by state coileges and
Cmversity of Califorma admimstracve oBaals o
their respeenve goUvermng boards. appear generally
to be adesguate, wrth minor reservations. 1he State
College Trustees and the Regents of the Taiversmty
of Califorma generally formuiate their own proposals
18 Degember and forward them t0 the Stata Depar:.
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ment of Finance for budget commderamon. Concur-
renily the Coordinarzmeg Councii Zor Eigher Education
also maies a repor: onth recommendalfions wouich S
made avalable to the Stazs Department of Finagce.
The Guverzmor and che Department of Finanos con.
sider “nese salary increase proposals 1z relztion to the
avalality of funds and their own analys:s of facaity
salary aeeds agpd decide how muchk of an increase, 1
any, o weinde w the Guvarnor s Dudget. The Legis.
lattve Analyst in the Lnalyss of the Budget Bl pro-
ndumﬂrmmdrmmdammutothe&m
por's budget proposal

Whea appropnate lequslatzve commirtees hear the
budgec request Zor facunity salacy ineresses they may
he confroatsd with sevaral reeommendacions irom
various sourtes. Therr Arwt respongibility is to con-
sider the Govarmor's reecominendations 1n the Budget
BillL. Eowever, the Tmvermty and the Califorma
Stats Coileges generaily request the oportumity to
present thetr own recommendations, which frequently
djier&omtheGavmur':promeAho,thaCo-
ordinaung Council for Higher Educaton presents its
recommendanons. Varous faculty organiztions zay
dmnmmkamdenendmpmpmmugnhm
has been cooperative in providing ail interested parties
the opportuniry to prmsent thewr wmews, bux these
presentations have been markad by extrams Tariations
in resommandacons and iz the data which mpport
the requeszs.

WHO SHOULD PRESPARE FACULTY
SALARY REPORTS

There appears to be some differemes of opinion
soncerning the purpose of facuity salary reports aad
recommendations prepared by e Coordinanag Coun-
al for Higher Education. The Univernity of California
and the Califorma Siats Colleges camtend thaz chey
shonid maks direet recommendations to the Govarzor
and the Lasgmslature and that Coordimamng Counmi
recommendanions should be regarded as mdependent
commenrs. Convertely, the Department of Finance
and the Coordinameg Council for Higner Eduestioa
believes that salary reworws and . =172 QE
the Coordinating Coumeil should be the primary re-
port submitted to the Department of Finance and the
Goverzor to connder in preparing budget recommen.
daticns, The Deparrment of Fizapes scates that such
a teport shomid be regarded as simjiar mn statas to the
annual salary report celating o crvil sermice salarres
prepared by the Stars Parsonnel Soard lor the Zov-
ermor and the Legraiature. It 13 our opumon thac the
Legmlarurs should gree spemude and primary coasid-
sragon to tzs recommendations :m the Governor's
Budget and to the anxual facuity salary zeport of
the Coordizating Comnedl for Eigher Eduvcanon. How-
avey, AnYy separate recommendacony of the Uraversity
of Califormia and :he Caiiforma State Colleges saould
also e conndersd
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WHAT FACULTY SALARY REPORTS SHQULD
CONTAIN

We do 2ot believe that reporting rsquired of the
Catversity, the Califormia Scate Coileges, and the
Coordinating Coune:l for Higher Educatian shouid
limic the right of these agemcies o :mphasize spec:ds
pomnrs in supporung their uvwa recommendations.
Eowever, the Legslature snouald take steps to estabd.
lisk a coasistent basis upon waich i will recezve com-
prehensive nformanon about Zacuity salaries. othar
benedits, and related sunjeecs Zrom year to year. Aftsr
careful conmderamon of the statismcal and acher
gmmdsprmdmmppor:ofsahryandomer
benedt increass proposals wn the past, we recommend
that basie data be meiuded in facuity salary report
to the Legmlature in 3 conmstent lorm in the Iollow-
ing aread:

A. Facuity Data

B. Salary Dam

C. Fringe Beneidtsy

D. Toral Compensatzon

E. Spemal Privilages and Benedts

F. Supplemsentary Income

Sines it is necessary for sta of the azmcutrve and
leqislative branches of government to 2nalyze reeom.
meadations prior to the commancement of a legysiative
m lll Teports m r-nnmmﬁnnnn- s"no-ul& be
compieted by December 1 aof each year

A. Foaulty Qam

L Findings

a. Informacrve data about the uze, compositzon,
retennion, and reermtmenr of Califormia
Stace Coilege r.acu.lrr haa heen presentsd to
ths Legislatnre from Gme 0 tine, But cau.
ally it aas best so seiective that it lacics
objestivity and has been mespmstant from
TEAr 10 TeAP

. Superor iacuity perZorrmance ams gt deen
Waamcn;ﬂﬁrpmr&
quests Jor superior salaries,

[

nm“"“.u..;

The following dacza should be compiled and pre.
sented annmaily on a commistant Sagsiz Dafdm-
tions of what constrtutes lasuity are et to the
discretion of the Tmivermty and the state coi.
leges but shonid be cleariy defined in apy ceport
Addimonal daca may be included in any grven
7ear 3 zmphauize speezal problems, tut sued
data skomid suppiammt not repiane the basic
informanon recommended baiow. Grapas should
be used trhen precueal, accompanied by smzp-
portmg tacles 1z an appendit, Recommesnded
facaity "ata incigdes:



a. The number of faeuitr, by rank and the in.

crease over the previcus fve years to reflest

b. Current facultr composition expressed in

meaningful terms, inelnding but not Lumted

;hshepmﬁdmwtywhom
;3

¢. Student-feeuily TEL10s as & means of express-
ing performames.

d. Dats relating to all new fgll-tine faculty for
the current academie rear incinding the num-
ber Iured, souree of employment, thair rank
and highest degree held. Ensting vacancies
should alsc be noted. Perhpent historical
trends m these dats shonid be apaiyzed. We
do not believe that sabjective and incomplete
data estimating reasons for txrning down
offers, such as has been presentad in the pasc,
serves any useful purpose.

¢. Faculty wranover rates comparnng the aum.
ber of separations to total facuity according
to the following suggested categories; desth
or retirement, to researeh or gradnate work,
intra-institutional transfers. other college or
Unyversity teaching, business and govern-
ment, other,

3. Comments

The first thres recommendations above are de.
signed to refect Izcplty mze, composition, rzta
of growth, and workicad. The ineinsion of eom.
gistent data from vear to vear will facilizate
trend analpsis ay it reistss 0 the instrronons
invoived and, whan possible, to comparabie in.
surations. The purpose of inclnding datz om
neaw facaity and facuitr turnover is to promide
a quantitanive base for disenssions of problems
relating to facuity resymutment and retention. It
may also be beneficial to inclnde some bamc
statistics about the svailabie suppiy of faculcy
0 see wast proportion of the market, new PhD s
for exampie Califormia institutiops hire evere
yesr.

8. Salory Dot
1 Tinds

3. The Univermty for several years Zas ex-
changed salary data to provide a conmstert
comparison with a spemal group of dve ‘‘em.
inemt’’ universities. as well 29 witn a Zroup
of nimne public curversities. Converseir, the
Califorzia State Colleges have not yet estab-
lished a lisz of eomperable msutunons when
15 geceptable to them

b. Both the Tnrversity of Califorma and the
Coordizatmmg Counal for Eigher Edueznon
mamtan thar salary eomparisons to apdro-

priate mstitunons 15 the best single method
of determining salary needs

¢. The University of California places lass sig-
gificance on salarr ecomparmsons with non-
academic emplovment than the Coordinanng
Cotneil on Higher Edncancn aznd the Cali-
forzue State Colleges.

d. Salary inereases have besn proposed on ihe
bazis of differsncials between total compensa-
tion (saiarmes plos fmnge benefiis) in eom-
parable institunons.

¢. Both the Tmrversioy and the California State
Colleges bave tended to relats the size of
pruposednhrymmmhwmehoiu
inerease would be peesssgre to rEflzR 0 &
speciiic compentite position wiieh emsted in
1957-58 and whichk was gousgallr advan-
tageons.

{ Salary comparisons have frequently been
made to various levels of tzaching meiuding
siementary, Ligh school, end jumwor college
szisries.

g. Methods of salarr compamsons with other
pstitutions have varied from year to yesr in

Teports prepared by the staze colleges.

Rascrmmandatisne

&Wemd.hup:uposedhcul*rﬂlm
ineresses distimguish betwesen: (1) increases
netessary t¢ maintain the cvrrent competi-
trve positton and (2} ineresses o umprove
the czrrent competittve position.

(1} Pwpmedmtomunmntheu:st

salare relationship betwesn the Univer-
sity, or s:tata colleges, and comparable
insmtutions during the current tscal
Tear o the next fiscal vear. We recom-
mend that ths projestion be based om a
projection of actual salarT mereases by
rank 1 comparable insotaonoms durmsg
the past five years, permutung stanisocal
adjustments for unnsual circamstances
Thux the proposed mereass to mamtain
the existing compenizve pomitian wounid,
m effesz, be equal to the average of an-
nual saiarr meresses M comparaple
msnututons dumng the past Sve years. A
record of the zecuracr of projections
shatid be maiataned I az appendix
‘2) Recommendanions 0 mprove the cor-
reul compentive posinions znouid be Te.
lated to the addinionai advactages 0 be
derrved.
b. It is also resommended that the Califormia
State College Trustees select a List of com.
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parable institutions within the next year and
that agresemsnts oe negotiated to axchange
salarv data in a form which mll fac:litace
comparisons. A list of the crrteria nsed to
seleet comparable insatutions, pins charags-
temstics of the institudions seleesed. should
be incinded {2 next resr’s report

¢ Specific proposals Zor salary inersases should
be accompagied by comparisons of current
salary amooncs and historis Tends to com-
parabls simcioms, The foilowing general
prmeiples are coondered t be Dmportant.
{1) Sda.rr data shounid be separated from

Lt
j
|
i
i

i}
9’

lasz aetual and current 7ears, as wail as
the rapge of averages, Frequency distm.-
butions of faculty by rank or professor
shouid be incorporated in an appendiz
and any sgmiicant limitations 1 the

(3) Special daca to {flnmrate a particular

d. Finally, it 13 recommended that :alary daca
be reported 12 1 Jorm by rank which compen-
sactes Jor diferences in f2cnity disgrihuoons,

<. Frings deneiis

1. Findings

% The dedmtion of Zinge benedts generaily
ineindes benedts gvailabls to all facuity that
have a doilar cost to the emplover. Seneiits
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and services m 'dnd are conmdersd to be
fringe benefits only if 4 cash payment option
is avaiabie. Retirement and health insur-
ance, by dedfinition. ars the omiy two pro-
grams copsidersd as Ioinge begedis by the
Coiveruity of California and the Califormia
Stare Colieges.

b. Comparmsons of Amge benedts. ~vhen com.
parisons kave been mads at all, have gener-
ally been limited to the daoilar contrbution
by the employer and have not inclnded azy
apalyxis of the quality of the benefits to the
empioyes,

2, Rasnmmandana,,

2. It is recommended that fringe Yegmedt com.
parisens of iype of bemedt be inecinded iz
izculty salary reports, bus comparsd sepa.
rately from saiariss. Soch compartsons should
inciude an analyms of the quality of the
benefits as weil as che dollar cost to the
emplover.

b. Proposals to inerease speeiic ringe benesdis
shouid be made separately Tom saiaries, in.
cluding separats cost esitmates,

3. Comments

Separszs proposals for increases m salaries and
fringe benedits should be made to mirumize mis.
anderstanding abowt comperttive positions. For
example, information submitted to the 1963
Legmsiature by the Tnivermty of Califormia, in
sapport of a proposed silary inereass for 1963-
G+, compared tomi compezmsagion dara (salartes
pius fringe bemefits) rather thas salaries alone.
This report stated 1 part. " In comparmg sal-
aries, rmge begpefits must be taken mto ac-
count. Salary comparisons berween the Tmver.
ury and other ipstitations based on salary zlona
look far more favorable than comparsons of
salaries plus beneriiz.’’ The least Javorable com.
parisor was with IZrrage hensfits. not salarjes
thus the report resommended 2 salary inorsase
largely on the bams of a difersmes v frwnge
benegts, Although 1t 1y fait that comparisons of
total compensanion are approoriate inclpmons
a faomity salary report, such data should omiy
be in addition to rather than = place of zepa-
rats analyves of the corrant comperritvs JonRon
o saiaries and frmgw bemedts.

0. Toral Canrewnactian
L Findings

3. Toral compensation darz comsists of average
salares pins 2 doilar amgunt representicg
the smployer s cost of Lmnge henedis.

b. The Coordinating Counerl for Kigher Zéu-
cation, the TUmivermty of Califormwa and the
Caiiforma State Colleges have in the past ail
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[ ]
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used total compensation data preparsd and
published by the Amewican Assoeianon of
University Professors in thew respective
facuity salary reporis.

We recommend tiat total compensation data, as

maks the diffsrence of whether a voung candi-
date from the East couid acespt a2n appoint-
mant. If this type of beasfit 15 proposed. 1t most
meinde adequate comtrois.

F. Suppiememary Ineome

L

Findi

2. The muitzple loyalties created ov permitting
facuity to supplement therr malaries by earn-
and oursnide hiy ecollege or Tmiversty is ree.
ogmzed as a probiem common o institnuons
of hughew educanion throughout the Trnited
States,

b. There appareatiy are proporZonateir more
private consuiting opportumities 1 Califor-

nia than in other areas of the mamon. For
example, 51 percent of the federal research
defense contracts were concentratad in Caii-
forma durmg 1963-64.

¢. The Umversity of Califorma nas general pol-
icies dexigned to 1nsure thac outside activines
do not interfere with Tnmivermity responsibili-
ties. £ ourside activities intarders with Txu-
vermty responsibilites, the facuity member
generally mnst take a leave of absence with-
out pay mndl sued outside activities are com-
pleted. These and other reisted University
policies were praissd in a 1958 Carnegie-
Snanesd wudy ttled Tnivermiy Foeully
Compensation Policies snd Practhices.

4 The Coordinatine Couneil far Higher Edu-
cation submitted escerpes from nadiomwide
studies relating to the magnitude of oatside
activities. We have no way of determining
how the data may relate to California, but i
the fgures are reasanabie them it zppesrs
that probably a large percentage of faculty
have at least ane sourme of erxr3 mcome
Sounrees of ineome wers reported are foliows-

Percent of Toowily
{tional

earnuy add:
Souree ooms from ovres

Lectusing 1%
Guneral writing 3
Summer wod excenmog *eeobken~ b
Governmens consulcing 15
Texzbook writing 8
Privata consaiting 2
Pubile service and loandation ~emeriHes 2
Qther professwaal erivi—i-—- b

Sc-'e' Umsversity Poouily Compensgtion Poilcwee and Pesanices
the 7. & Annaasu of American Uorrermities, Tmverncy
o\'. ﬂ.l.mu Fresa, Orosoa. 1934

e. The Toited Scate Offce of Educamon has
;uss completed a3 natonwide sample surver
of outmnide earmugs of coilege facalty lor
1961-62. Although dara nas not besn pub-
lisned yet, special permismion has beem re.
ceived to report the following resuits winch
are quoted from a lemer sent to the Lems.
lagvs Ansivse oo December 3. 196+ from tne
stat of the Califor=ia Stars College Touszees:

QUTSIDE CEARNINGS OF TEACHING FAQULTY ONMN
ACADEMIC YEAR CONTRACTS (9=10 MONTHS)
The T. S. Offes of Educanton has just compieted a
nationwide sorves of outside earamsgs by a sampling
of all college facuity natnonwide for 196162, The re.

sults are as fnllow‘s:
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doerage
DPerrent carmngs
All with gutsage ~===-——r T S2.200
Jummer L) 1.300
QOthet mommer eapioy™-~* u § 1300
Otber tencung 2 900
Raovalties ) 1200
-] ] 200
Cansuitzac fees = 1.400
Retivemvenr | individosls who have recired wio
tench cisewhery aftar redeng) 1 3.400
Hesearch T 1,800
Other profesmonay ~es=—é—os i} 1200
) L3700

Noo-profesnonal earnmes

The Lughest average earnings by teachme fleid and
the persentage with ocwmide earnings are:

Adoeremw

Pervens egrminygs

Law (wiieh we do Dot bave) o $3.300
Eaginesring -~ 1.200
Basoess and Commeres ) 2.5
Phymenl Seciences - 1 2900
Agmcuitare 1 2300
Bsychology -] 2.700

In light of the Jomnr Commustee dissusmon yrou mighnt
be intevested mn the followmg:

Avevege

Derent esrvwngs

Sotnl Sciences T4 $1.900
Pls AL e D 1.800
Philonopayr o 1500
Relizion and Thedlogs Iy p P )]

3, Recommendanons

i We recommend thag the Coordinating Coun-
¢il for Higher Education, the Univermty of
Califormia and the California State Colleges
cooperare 11 determining the eszent to <which
1acnity members partimpate 1o exmrz activi-
Tes to supplement their nige-month saiaries
ineiuging mformation as to Wheaz extra ac-
tvimes are usually pe.-..‘.omed {saeh as vaca~
tions, ate.;. Sack aetivities would include.
hut not be limited ro, lesturng, general wrnt.
Iz, summer and estansion ie=ching, govern.
ment consuling. textbook wrmmng, prrrate
consuiting, public sermes and ioundamon
copsulong, asd other profesmonzl actrvities.
1% sueh a srudy suggests that the magmirude
of these acuvinies is such that the perform.
auce of normal Tniversity and state coliege
responsibilities are perkaps beinz aarersely
a¥ected. then eomsideration sboumid be grven
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to the posmbility of mawntaining ciore com-
plete and mesmngiul records. Sueh reeords
would aid admmstranve ofqals and sea.
demic senates when reviewlng Iscommenda-
tions for promomnioms and salary increases
and prm'lde summary data for repormng 10
the Legmiature on these sigmrieant facuicy
welfare 1tems. NeIt Fear’s ‘a.cu.lrv szlare re.
port of the Coordinanns Couned for Higner
Eduenrion snould iocorporate the resmits of
this study.

b. Ve also recommend tkat emsung stats col-
lege polictes apd enforcement pracmces re-
garding estra empioyment be reviewed and
updated.

¢. Fipally, it 18 recommended chat f2cnlty sal-
ary reports Leep the Legislature informed
about poiieies and pracuices relatine to exTa
employment.

3. Commenrs

In our opamion, it wouid seem that zay¥ extTa
empiorment would adlaet the qualiry of per-
formanee of University responmbilites snee
faculty survevs indieate that the aversge Zae-
ulty workweek 15 54 hoors. The tume spent on
setiviies for estra compensation (escept dur-
ing the summer) would be om top of what the
facultr kas dedned as thewr average worbkwsel,
Beeause. m some instances, 1t is diSenlt to de-
termune whether 2 grven [ncome-producizg ac-
nrItr, sued 28 woIUnRg a oook. !9 conmdersd 2
normal CTorverstty responubility or an ax2
genvity, disunedons betwesn normal and exma
acoTinies need o be more cleariv defined.

Mueh of the ogtside compensation ressrved
br Jacuitr comes in the form of yrants made
direetls to the facultr memoer -nrher than
throurh: the TUnrvermtr ar colleges, Thers 1 oo
regular reporting of these grants or the per-
sonal compensarion which ther provide to f2c-
uity. and the colleges and TUmvermry do not
cansider the reparunc of suen meome to be
Zeasinle. It mav be desirable 0 encourage the
Congress to dirser thar greater number of
grants made by United States agezncres Jor re-
searth be made direstir to acajemue ipstuicn.
oons.
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aries and Fringe Benefit Costs Commission Report
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CALIFORNIA POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION COMMISSION

HE Califormaa Postsecondary Education Com-
mussion 15 a citizen board establhished n 1974
by the Legislature and Governor to coordinate
the efforts of Cahforma’s colleges and universities
and to provide independent, non-partisan policy
analysis and recommendations to the Governor and

Legislature,

Members of the Commission

The Commussion consists of 17 members Nine rep-
resent the general public, with three each appointed
for six-year terms by the Governor, the Senate Rules
Comnuttee, and the Speaker of the Assembly Six
others represent the major segments of postsecand-
ary education 1n Cahfornta, Two student members
will be appouted by the Governor

As of January 1993, the Commssioners represent-
ing the general public are;

Helen Z Hansen, Long Beach; Chair

Henry Der, San Francisco, Vice Chair

Mim Andelson, Los Angeles

C Thomas Dean, Long Beach

Man-Luci Jaramullo, Emerywville

Lowell J. Paige, El Macero

Tong Soo Chung, Los Angeles

Stephen P Teale, M D, Modesto

Representatives of the segments are:

Alice J. Gonzales, Rocklin, apponted by
the Regents of the Unmiversity of Califormia,
Yvonne W Larsen, San Diego, appoumted
by the California State Board of Education;

Timothy P Haidinger, Rancho Santa Fe;
appowted by the Board of Governors of the
Californta Commumty Colleges,

Ted J Saenger, San Francisco; appomted
by the Trustees of the Califorma State
Umversity, and

Harry Wugalter, Ventura; appointed by

the Council for Private Postsecondary

and Vocational Education

Functions of the Commissign

The Commussion 1s charged by the Legislature and Gov-
emnor to *‘assure the effective utlhization of pubhc post-
secondary education resources, thereby eliminating
waste and unnecessary duphication, and to promote di-
versity, innovation, and responsiveness to student and
societal needs **

To this end, the Conumission conducts independent re-
views of matters affecting the 2,600 mstrtutions of post-
secondary education m Califormia, meluding community
colleges, four-year colleges, universities, and profes-
stonal and occupational schools.

As an advisory body to the Legsiature and Govemnor,
theCanmnss:ondoesnotgovemoradmmmanym-
stitutions, nor does 1t approve, authonze, or accredit any
of them. Instead, 1t performs rts specific duties of plan-
nmg,evaluanm,andeoordlmuonbycooperanngmth
othchtateagenmaandnon-govemmentalgroupsthat
perform those other governing, admimistrative, and as-
sessment functions

Operation of the Commission

The Commussion holds regular meetings throughout the
year at which it debates and takes action on staff stud-
tes and takes posiions on proposed legisiation affecting
education beyond the ligh school m California. By law,
Its meetings are open to the pubhic Requests to speak
at a meeting may be made by wniting the Commussion
in advance or by suanmngarequest before the start
of the meeting

The Commussion’s day}to-day work is carmed out by s
staff n Sacramento, under the guidance of its executive
director, Warren H. Fox, Ph D, who 13 appomted by
the Commussion.

The Commussion 1ssues some 20 to 30 reports each year
on major i1ssues confronting California postsecandary
education Recent reporis are listed on the back cover
Further information about the Commmussion and 1ts pub-
Lications may be obtained from the Commussion offices

at 1303 J Street, Swite 500, Sacramento, Califorma
98514-2938, telephone (916) 445-7933



FACULTY SALARIES IN CALIFORNIA’S
PUBLIC UNIVERSITIES, 1991-92

California Postsecondary Education Commission Report 91-10

ONE of a series of reports published by the Commus-
s1on as part of its planming and coordinating respon-
gibilities Additional copies may be obtained without
charge from the Publications Office, California Post-
secondary Education Commssion, Third Floor, 1020
Twelfth Street, Sacramento, California 95814-3985

Recent reports of the Commassion include

90-22 Second Progress Report on the Effectiveness
of Intersegmental Student Preparation Programs
The Second of Three Reports to the Legislature in Re-
sponse to [tem 6420-0011-001 of the 1988-89 Budget
Act (October 1990)

90-23 Student Profiles, 1990 The First in a Series
of Annual Facthooks About Student Participation in
Califormia Higher Education (October 1990)

90-24 Fiscal Profiles, 1990 The First 1n a Series of
Factbooks About the Financing of Califormia Higher
Education (QOctober 1990)

90-25 Public Testimony Regarding Preliminary
Draft Regulations to Implement the Private Postsec-
ondary and Vocational Education Reform Act of 1989
A Report in Response to Assembly Bill 1993 (Chapter
1324, Statutes of 1989) (October 1990)

90-26 Legislation Affecting Higher Education Dur-
ing the Second Year of the 1989-90 Session A Staff
Report of the Califormia Postsecondary Education
Commussion (October 1990)

90-27 Legislative Priorities of the Commussion,
1991 A Report of the Califormia Postsecondary Edu-
cation Commission (December 1990)

90-28 State Budget Priorities of the Commission,
1991 A Report of the Califorma Postsecondary Edu-
cation Commmission (December 1990)

90-29 Shortening Time to the Doctoral Degree A
Report to the Legislature and the University of Cali-
fornia in Response to Senate Concurrent Resolution
66 (Resolution Chapter 174, Statutes of 1989) (De-
cember 1990)

90-30 Transfer and Articulation 1n the 1990s Cali-
forma in the Larger Picture (December 1990)

90-31 Preliminary Draft Regulations for Chapter 3
of Part 59 of the Education Code, Prepared by the
Califormia Postsecondary Education Commission for
Conmderation by the Council for Private Postsecon-
dary and Vocational Education (December 1990)

90-32 Statement of Reasons for Preliminary Draft
Regulations for Chapter 3 of Part 59 of the Education
Code, Prepared by the California Postsecondary Edu-
cation Commussion for the Council for Private Postse-
condary and Vocational Education (December 1990)

91-1 Library Space Standards at the California
State University A Report to the Legislature 1n Re-
sponse to Supplemental Language to the 1990-91
State Budget (January 1991)

91-2 Progress on the Commussion’s Study of the
California State University's Administration A Re-
port to the Governor and Legislature in Response to
Suppiemental Report Language of the 1990 Budget
Act (January 1991)

91-3 Analysis of the 1991-92 Governor’s Budget A
Staff Report to the California Postsecondary Educa-
tion Commission (March 1991)

91-4 Composition of the Staff in Califormia’s Public
Colleges and Universities from 1977 to 1989 The
Sixth in the Commission’s Series of Biennial Reports
on Equal Employment Opporturuty in California’s
Public Colleges and Unuversities (April 1991)

91-53 Status Report on Human Corps Activities,
1991 The Fourth 1n a Series of Five Annual Reports
to the Legisiature 1n Response to Assembly Bill 1829
(Chapter 1245, Statutes of 1987) (April 1991)

91-6 The State’s Reliance on Non-Governmental
Accreditation, Part Two A Report to the Legislature
in Response to Assembly Bill 1993 (Chapter 1324,
Statutes of 1989) (April 1991)

91-7 State Policy on Technology for Distance Learn-
ing Recommendations to the Legisiature and the
Governor in Response to Senate Bill 1202 (Chapter
1038, Statutes of 1989) (April 1991)

91-8 The Educational Equity Plan of the California
Maritime Academy A Report to the Legislature in
Response to Language 1n the Supplemental Report of
the 1990-91 Budget Act (April 1991)

91-9 The Califormia Maritime Academy and the
Califormia State University A Report to the Legisla-
ture and the Department of Finance 1n Response to
Supplemental Report Language of the 1990 Budget
Act (Apnl 1991)

91-10 Faculty Salaries in California’s Public Uni-
versities, 1991-92 A Report to the Legislature and
Governor 1n Response to Senate Concurrent, Resolu-
tion No 51(1965) (April 1991)
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